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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -2, and 4- 1 5 have been examined. 

Papers Submitted 

2. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: IDS and Change of Address as received on 2/22/2007 5 and Amendment as 
received on 3/20/2007. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. It is desirable to avoid the submission of long lists of documents if it can be avoided. 
Eliminate clearly irrelevant and marginally pertinent cumulative information. If a long list is 
submitted, highlight those documents which have been specifically brought to applicant's 
attention and/or are known to be of most significance. See Penn Yan Boats, Inc. v. Sea Lark 
Boats, Inc., 359 F. Supp. 948, 175 USPQ 260 (S.D. Fla. 1972), affd, 479 F.2d 1338, 178 USPQ 
577 (5 th Cir. 1973), cert, denied, 414 U.S. 874 (1974). But cf. Molins PLC v. Textron Inc., 48 
F.3d 1 172, 33 USPQ2d 1823 (Fed. Cir. 1995). See MPEP 2004. 

4. An applicant's duty of disclosure of material and information is not satisfied by 
presenting a patent examiner with "a mountain of largely irrelevant [material] from which he is 
presumed to have been able, with his expertise and with adequate time, to have found the critical 
[material]. It ignores the real world conditions under which examiners work." Rohm & Haas 
Co. v. Crystal Chemical Co., 722 F.2d 1556, 1573 [220 USPQ 289] (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, 
denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). (Emphasis in original). Patent applicant has a duty not just to 
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disclose pertinent prior art references but to make a disclosure in such way as not to "bury" it 
within other disclosures of less relevant prior art; See Golden Valley Microwave Foods Inc. v. 
Weaver Popcorn Co. Inc., 24 USPQ2d 1801 (N.D. Ind. 1992); Molins PLC v. Textron Inc., 26 
USPQ2d 1889, at 1899 (D.Del 1992); Penn Yan Boats, Inc. v. Sea Lark Boats, Inc. et al., 175 
USPQ 260, at 272 (S.D. Fl. 1972). 

5. It is impractical for the examiner to thoroughly review each reference, given the number 
of references cited. By initialing each of the cited references on the accompanying 1449 forms, 
the examiner is merely acknowledging the submission of the cited references and merely 
indicating that only a cursory review was made of the cited references. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claim 2 is objected to because "optional_token", as used (as a field of an instruction), is 
merely a label and has no grammatical meaning. Applicant should define "optional_token" just 
as "label#", ctx#, etc. were defined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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8. Claims 1, 7-9, and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Saulsbury et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,314,510 (herein referred to as Saulsbury). 

9. Referring to claim 1 , Saulsbury has taught a computer program product residing on a 
computer readable storage medium (Fig. 1 , component 102; column 2, lines 42-45) comprising 
instructions (Fig.4), including a context branch instruction (Fig.4 and column 4, lines 44-45; note 
the "branch on zero" (bz) instruction) that, when executed, causes a data processing apparatus to 
select another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target instruction 
associated with a label specified by the context branch instruction (Fig.4; note that the "bz nextl" 
instruction will branch to the target instruction associated with label "nextl", which is the "btst 
wrl, dbl" instruction) and an instruction following the context branch instruction ("st wrO, 
[addr2]") based on a comparison of a current executing context number to a context number 
specified by the context branch instruction. The bz instruction is a branch on zero instruction, 
which means that if the context number specified by the branch instruction (zero) matches a 
current executing context number (i.e., the value to be compared to zero), then a branch will 
occur. In this program, the "bz nextl" instruction checks to see if the current executing context 
number (which may be interpreted as either dirty bit dbO or the flag which would be checked by 
the bz instruction) is equal to 0, the specified context number. See column 4, lines 39-45. It 
should be noted that the branch is a context branch and the numbers are context numbers as the 
branches and numbers are associated with executing contexts (i.e., environments). See the title, 
abstract, and column 2, lines 40-41. 

b) retrieving the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch, as shown in 
Fig.4, either the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be retrieved. 
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10. Referring to claim 7, Saulsbury has taught a method of operating a processor comprising: 

a) performing a comparison of a context number of an executing context to a context number 
specified by a context branch instruction. See the "bz nextl" instruction of Fig.4 and column 4, 
lines 44-45. This instruction evaluates an executing context number (dirty bit dbO or the flag set 
in testing dbO) to see if it equals the context number specified by the branch instruction, i.e., 0, 
since it is a "branch if 0" instruction. See column 4, lines 39-45. Note that the branch is a 
context branch and the numbers are context numbers as the branches and numbers are associated 
with contexts (i.e., executing environments). See the title, abstract, and column 2, lines 40-41. 

b) selecting another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target instruction 
associated with a label specified by the context branch instruction (Fig.4; note that the "bz nextl" 
instruction will branch to the target instruction associated with label "nextl", which is the "btst 
wrl, dbl" instruction) and an instruction following the context branch instruction ("st wrO, 
[addr2]") based on a comparison (if the comparison yields that the numbers match, the target 
instruction will be selected; otherwise the following instruction will be selected). 

c) retrieving the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch, as shown in 
Fig.4, either the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be retrieved. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 8, Saulsbury has taught a method as described in claim 7. Saulsbury 
has further taught selecting comprises selecting the branch target instruction if the executing 
context number matches the specified context number. As discussed above, and as shown in 
Fig.4 and column 4, lines 39-45, if the dirty bit dbO is evaluated (by way of flag) and determined 
to be equal to 0, which is the condition specified by the bz instruction, then a branch will occur. 
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12. Referring to claim 9, Saulsbury has taught a method as described in claim 7. Saulsbury 
has further taught that the context number has valid values of 0, 1, 2, or 3. Again, see the bz 
instruction of Fig.4. Since the bz instruction is "branch if 0", 0 is a valid specified context 
number. 

13. Referring to claim 13, Saulsbury has taught a computer program product residing on a 
computer-readable storage medium (Fig.l, component 102; column 2, lines 42-45), for causing a 
processor that executes multiple contexts to perform a function, comprises instructions (Fig.4) 
causing the processor to: 

a) perform a comparison of a context number of an executing context to a context number 
specified by a branch instruction. See the "bz nextl" instruction of Fig.4 and column 4, lines 44- 
45. This instruction evaluates an executing context number (dirty bit dbO or the flag set in 
testing dbO) to see if it equals the context number specified by the branch instruction, i.e., 0, 
since it is a "branch if 0" instruction. See column 4, lines 39-45. Note that the branch is a 
context branch and the numbers are context numbers as the branches and numbers are associated 
with contexts (i.e., executing environments). See the title, abstract, and column 2, lines 40-41. 

b) select another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target instruction 
associated with a label specified by the context branch instruction (Fig.4; note that the "bz nextl" 
instruction will branch to the target instruction associated with label "nextl", which is the "btst 
wrl, dbl" instruction) and an instruction following the context branch instruction ("st wrO, 
[addr2]") based on a comparison (if the comparison yields that the numbers match, the target 
instruction will be selected; otherwise the following instruction will be selected). 
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c) retrieve the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch, as shown in 
Fig.4, either the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be retrieved. 

14. Referring to claim 14, Saulsbury has taught a product as described in claim 13. 
Saulsbury has further taught that the context branch instruction causes the processor to select the 
branch target instruction if the executing context number matches the specified context number. 
As discussed above, and as shown in Fig.4 and column 4, lines 39-45, if the dirty bit dbO, by way 
of a zero-flag, is evaluated and determined to be equal to 0, which is the condition specified by 
the bz instruction, then a branch will occur. 

15. Referring to claim 15, Saulsbury has taught a product as described in claim 13. 
Saulsbury has further taught that the context number has valid values of 0, 1, 2, or 3. Again, see 
the bz instruction of Fig A Since the bz instruction is "branch if 0", 0 is a valid specified context 
number. 

16. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

17. Claims 1, 7, 10, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Steven et al., "ALU Design and Processor Branch Architecture," Microprocessing and 
Microprogramming, 1993 (as cited by applicant and herein referred to as Steven). 

18. Referring to claims 1, 7, and 13, Steven has taught a computer program product residing 
on a computer readable storage medium comprising instructions (this is inherent as instructions 
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must be stored somewhere), including a context branch instruction (see page 268, section 4.4, 
and note the Bcc instruction) that, when executed, causes a data processing apparatus to select 
another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target instruction associated 
with a label specified by the context branch instruction (page 268; note that the Bcc instruction 
will branch to the target instruction associated with the label) and an instruction following the 
context branch instruction (the fall-through instruction, which inherent exists in conditional 
branching) based on a comparison of a current executing context number to a context number 
specified by the context branch instruction. The Bcc instruction compares a register value 
(specified context number) to a current executing context number (either another register value 
or immediate specified by the branch instruction). It should be noted that the branch is a context 
branch and the numbers are context numbers as the branches and numbers are associated with 
executing contexts (i.e., environments). 

b) retrieving the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch such as the Bcc 
instruction, either the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be retrieved. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. Claims 2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saulsbury in view of Perets et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,564,316 (herein referred to as Perets). 
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21 . Referring to claim 2, Saulsbury has taught a computer program product as described in 
claim 1 . Saulsbury has further taught that the branch instruction is of the format 
br=ctx[ctx#, label#], wherein the label is a symbolic label corresponding to an address of the 
other instruction, and wherein ctx# is the context number, wherein the syntax "br=ctx" represents 
a branching operation based on ctx# matching the current context number provided by the data 
processing apparatus. For the bz instruction, the context number (ctx#) is 0 and the branch 
destination is nextl (label#)". Again, see Fig.4. Saulsbury has not taught that the instruction 
format includes an optional_token field. However, Perets has taught a branch instruction which 
includes an optional token. See Fig.6, step 600, and column 5, line 66, to column 6, line 5. The 
programmer-optional field (delay slot field) is used to specify the amount of delay slot 
instructions, where the use of delay slots for execution significantly speeds up the execution time 
of branch instructions. See column 5, lines 59-62. As a result, in order to speed up execution, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Saulsbury to include the optional_token field (delay slot field) of Perets. 

22. Referring to claim 4, Saulsbury in view of Perets has taught a computer program product 
as described in claim 2. Saulsbury has further taught that the specified context number has valid 
values of 0, 1, 2, or 3. See the bz instruction of Fig.4. Since the bz instruction is "branch if 0", 0 
is a valid specified context number. 

23. Referring to claim 5, Saulsbury has taught a computer program product as described in 
claim 1. Saulsbury has not taught that the branch instruction has an optional token. However, 
Perets has taught a branch instruction which includes an optional token. See Fig.6, step 600, and 
column 5, line 66, to column 6, line 5. The programmer-optional field (delay slot field) is used 
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to specify the amount of delay slot instructions, where the use of delay slots for execution 
significantly speeds up the execution time of branch instructions. See column 5, lines 59-62. As 
a result, in order to speed up execution, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Saulsbury to include the option token (delay slot field) 
ofPerets. 

24. Referring to claim 6, Saulsbury in view ofPerets has taught a computer program product 
as described in claim 5. Perets has further taught that the instruction has an optional token that 
causes a processor to execute a number of instructions corresponding to the value of the optional 
token following the branch instruction before performing a branch operation. See column 3, 
lines 3-7. 

25. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saulsbury. 

26. Referring to claim 1 0, Saulsbury has taught a processor that can execute multiple 
contexts and that comprises: 

a) a register stack. See Fig.l, component 1 10. 

b) Saulsbury has taught an execution unit (Fig.l, component 108) coupled to the register stack 
and a program control store that stores a context branch instruction (Fig.l, component 102, and 
column 2, lines 42-45) that causes the processor to: 

bl) perform a comparison of a context number of an executing context to a context 
number specified by the branch instruction. See the "bz nextl" instruction of Fig.4 and 
column 4, lines 44-45. This instruction evaluates an executing context number (dirty bit 
dbO) to see if it equals the context number specified by the branch instruction, i.e., 0, 
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since it is a "branch if 0" instruction. See column 4, lines 39-45. Note that the branch is 
a context branch and the numbers are context numbers as the branches and numbers are 
associated with contexts (i.e., executing environments). See the title, abstract, and 
column 2, lines 40-41. 

b2) select another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target 
instruction associated with a label specified by the context branch instruction (Fig.4; note 
that the "bz nextl" instruction will branch to the target instruction associated with label 
"nextl", which is the "btst wrl, dbl" instruction) and an instruction following the context 
branch instruction ("st wrO, [addr2]") based on a comparison (if the comparison yields 
that the numbers match, the target instruction will be selected; otherwise the following 
instruction will be selected). 

b3) retrieve the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch, as 
shown in Fig.4, either the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be 
retrieved. 

c) Saulsbury has not explicitly taught a program counter for each executing context. However, 
this limitation is deemed to be inherent by the examiner. A program counter must exist because 
the program counter is the component that holds the address of the next instruction to be fetched. 
Without the PC, the system would not be able to fetch an instruction, which means that no work 
would be done. A program counter has to exist for each context because each context includes 
instructions that need to be fetched and executed. 

d) Saulsbury has not taught that the execution unit is an arithmetic logic unit. However, Official 
Notice is taken that ALUs and their advantages are well known execution units that are expected 
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in the art. An ALU is the term given to a unit that is able to perform arithmetic operations 
(addition, subtraction, etc.) and logical operations (AND, OR, NOT, etc.). Clearly, by 
implementing an ALU, the system would be able to perform a variety of operations on data. As 
a result, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the execution unit of Saulsbury to be an ALU so that Saulsbury is able to perform both 
arithmetic and logical operations. 

27. Referring to claim 1 1 , Saulsbury has taught a processor as described in claim 10. 
Saulsbury has further taught that the context branch instruction causes the processor to select the 
branch target instruction if the executing context number matches the specified context number. 
As discussed above, and as shown in Fig.4 and column 4, lines 39-45, if the dirty bit dbO, or the 
flag set in testing dbO, is evaluated and determined to indicate 0, which is the condition specified 
by the bz instruction, then a branch will occur. 

28. Referring to claim 12, Saulsbury has taught a processor as described in claim 10. 
Saulsbury has further taught that the context number has valid values of 0, 1, 2, or 3. Again, see 
the bz instruction of Fig.4. Since the bz instruction is "branch if 0", 0 is a valid specified context 
number. 

29. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Steven. 

30. Referring to claim 10, Steven has taught a processor that can execute multiple contexts 
and that comprises: 

a) a register stack. See page 268, and note that since registers are specified by instructions, a 
register stack exists. 
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b) an arithmetic logic unit (See the ALU of Fig.8) coupled to the register stack and a program 
control store that stores a context branch instruction (this is deemed inherent as a memory must 
exist to store instructions) that causes the processor to: 

bl) perform a comparison of a context number of an executing context to a context 
number specified by the branch instruction. See section 4.4 on page 268. The Bcc 
instruction compares a register value (specified context number) to a current executing 
context number (either another register value or immediate specified by the branch 
instruction). It should be noted that the branch is a context branch and the numbers are 
context numbers as the branches and numbers are associated with executing contexts 
(i.e., environments). 

b2) select another instruction in an instruction stream from one of a branch target 
instruction associated with a label specified by the context branch instruction (see page 
268; note that the Bcc instruction will branch to the target instruction associated with the 
label when the comparison yields one result) and an instruction following the context 
branch instruction (the fall-through instruction, which inherently exists in conditional 
branching) based on the comparison (if the comparison yields that the numbers match, 
the target instruction will be selected; otherwise the following instruction will be 
selected). 

b3) retrieve the selected other instruction. As is known, with a condition branch, either 
the target instruction or the subsequent instruction will be retrieved. 

c) Steven has not explicitly taught a program counter for each executing context. However, this 
limitation is deemed to be inherent by the examiner. A program counter must exist because the 
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program counter is the component that holds the address of the next instruction to be fetched. 
Without the PC, the system would not be able to fetch an instruction, which means that no work 
would be done. A program counter has to exist for each context because each context includes 
instructions that need to be fetched and executed. 

Response to Arguments 

3 1 . Applicant's arguments filed on March 20, 2007, have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

32. Applicant argues the novelty/rejection of claim 1 on page 9 of the remarks, in substance 
that: 

"While Saulsbury does not specifically describe what operation are performed in the course of 
executing a 'branch on zero' instruction, conventionally, the execution of such an instruction 
requires that the executing microprocessor determine if the zero-flag of the ALU is set to 0. In the 
example illustrated in Saulsbury's Fig.4, the zero-flag will presumably be set as a result of the 
execution of the instruction preceding the bz instruction... Thus, unlike applicant's independent 
claim 1, a comparison operation is performed as a result of the instruction preceding Saulsbury's 
branch instruction, and not as a result of the execution of the branch instruction itself." 

33. These arguments are not found persuasive for the following reasons: 

a) A branch on zero instruction will check the zero flag. More specifically, the instruction will 
cause a comparison to occur between zero and the value of the zero-flag. If the zero-flag 
indicates 0, then the branch will occur. If the zero-flag indicates not-zero, then the branch will 
not occur. In either case, however, a comparison happens in response to the branch executing. 
The comparison is between the value specified by the branch and the flag controlling the branch. 
The preceding instruction merely sets the flag used in the comparison by the branch instruction. 
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34. Applicant argues the novelty/rejection of claim 1 on page 9 of the remarks, in substance 
that: 

"Moreover, such a comparison operation would compare the content of two registers and not the 
current executing context number, as provided by the microprocessor, to a context number value 
specified by the branch instruction." 

35. These arguments are not found persuasive for the following reasons: 

a) The examiner asserts that applicant is reading "current executing context number" too 
narrowly. As the examiner stated, any number in the machine can be considered a context 
number, as a context is essentially an execution environment, and all values produced by a 
microprocessor are done so within an execution environment. Therefore, the numbers compared 
are context numbers. 

Conclusion 

36. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply , is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David J. Huisman whose telephone number is (571) 272-4168. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



DJH 

David J. Huisman 
May 17, 2007 




